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* The British Teacher Center

by Denjamin Rosner*

This report offors a description of the development and current status of the
British teacher center as a vehicle for inservice toacher education and curriculum.
reform in the primary and sccondary schools of the United Kingdom. In addition,
the report examines the applicability of the British teacher center model to
American teacher education and school reform.

The report 1is bused on o number of mectings with teacher center wardens, uni-
versity faculty, lLocal Education Authority (LEA) officials and classroom teachers.
it 13 also dased upon visits to nine teacher centers and attendance at & Conference
on Teacher Centers sponsored by the National Union of Teachers. The meetings and
observations occurred during the two week period October 6 - 19, 1972, (See
Appendix A and B)

Considering the size and significance of the British teacher center moveﬁent,
considering the many hundreds of teacher centers now in operation, the hundreds of
wardens directing teacher center activity, the thousands of tcachers affected by
center programs, and the variability which characterizes English education in
general and teacher centers in particular, the period of observation and the obser-
vational samples are much too small to offer anything more than hypotheses about
either the current status or future prospects of teacher centers in phe United
Kingdom. The report is best read, therefore, as the observations of one American
educator who had much to learn during his visit and much more to consider upon
his return. |

I. History and Current Status

Although the stimulus for large scale expansion of the British teacher center
movement may be attributed to the 1967 Schools Council Working Paper #10(1), the sced
of tcacher conter activity was sown earlier by a variety of curriculum development
projects, most notably, the Nuffield projects in mathematics and science. These

curriculum projects demanded a network of stations to serve field testing (and

© _ %The author wishes to acknowledge the assistance of Mrs. Frieda Rosner,
El{l(: Richmond College, in the collection and interpreta@ion of datsa relating to
S the description of teacher centers in the United Kingdom.
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teacher training) requirements. Accordingly, when the need for teacher centers to
offer inservice teacher education was expressed in Schools Couneil Working Paper
{10, the curriculum centors which had been established to serve Nuffield projects
emerged as the prototypes of teacher center facilities. The earliest centers,
therefore, were those designed to promote linkages between national curriculum
reform efforts on the one hand, and school-based teacher training and materials
assessmont procedures on the other. It is no accident, therefore, that teacher
center lcadership is oriented to curriculum change through materisls development
and inscrvice teacher cducation.

In addition to the Nuffield curriculum projects, two other educational develop-
ments with profound curriculum implications stimulated the spread of teacher centers.
The first was the Plowden report(e) encouraging major reform in early childhood edu-
cation, and the second, a national mendate to raise the school leaving age fro;n
fifteen to sixteen§3) (h) These latter developments to overhaui British primary
and secondary education had to engage the efforts of local Education Authorities
(LEA) in the design of new school structures, curricula, and materials. It was
natural, therefore, for LEAs to turn to the Schools Coﬁncil teacher center model
as the vehicle for local curriculum reform and inservice teacher education. At the
present time there are approximately 500 teacher centers distributed. throughout
England and Wales. (A listing of teacher centers, wardens, and LEA liaison officers
as of May, 1972 is available from Schools Council. )(5)

Despite the fact that curriculum reform movements stimulated the establish-
ment of teacher centers, the rationale for LEA support is more easily understood
by recognizing several factors which shape the character and flavor of British
education. Perhaps the most important aspsct of English primary and secondary

education is the decentralization of curriculum authority to the suspices of school
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headmasters or head teachers. The headmaster or headmistress of a primary or
secondary school is fully responsidble for the school curriculum. Although a school
district may attempt to influence the "head's" point of view, the school's program
reflects the "head's" wishes or emphases, Curriculum reform, therefore, is not a
matter of administrative imposition but rather a matter of administrative encourage-
ment and persuasion. Morecover, teachers reappointed after a one-year probationary
period, also enjoy o high degree of curricular autonomy. (The elimination of the
11 + examination has strengthened teacher curriculum control.) As a consequencé,
curriculum reform needs to be "sold," and the "selling price" is full teacher par=-
ticipation in the development and implementation of new curricula.

A second factor which reinforces teacher independence is the elimination of
the inspectorial function of both Her Majesty's Inspectors and LEA advisors,

Inspectors are now advisors and their function is advisory. Although advisors

enjoy status and salary equivalent to former Inspectors, they fulfill their mission
through inservice education rather than administrative edict. Teacher centers,
therefore, offer advisors a mechanism for inservice education - a major factor in
LEA support of local teacher centers. .

Finally, it is important to recognize the role and image of.the English college
of education in ‘the preparation of teachers, To date, colleges of education in
England have restricted their function to preservice teacher education, Although
colleges have offered some courses for experienced teachers, the inservice function
has been regarded as tangentizl to their preservice mission. Moreover, the
college of education three-year, non-degree program is subject to the academicﬂ
review of a "sponsoring" university., Whether to satisfy internal (college) academic
criteria, or whether to satisfy extcrhal (university) academic criteria, the college
preservice program has tended to stress educational theory rather than educational
practice. Teachers, therefore, seem to regard the college of education curriculum

as irrelevant. Further, although college of education faculty are frequently
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recriuited from school ranks, teachers porceive college faculty as out-of-touch
with current school problems and insensitive to teacher needs. For these reasons,
teachers advecate the establishment of independent centers under teacher control,
In summary, then, the curricular autonomy of school "hcads," the advisory role of
the former LEA Ingpector and the poor image of colleges of education have cone
tributed to the development of LEA supported teacher centers more or less under
teacher control.

This brief outline of the history of the teacher center movement would be
incomplete without attention to the current educational scene, Two factors are
particularly vorth noting - the James Report(s) and the imminent reorganization of
school district boundaries.

The James Report was prepared for the Secretary of State for Education and
Science in 1971 and published in 1972. It presents the conclusions of a |
Committee of Inguiry into the "present arrangements for the education, training
and probation of teachers in Fngland and Wales...,"

Briefly stated, the report recoruiends establishing tecacher education on a
three-cycle pattern, The first cycle, of approximately two years' length, would
be concerned with general education; the second cycle, also of two years' length,
would be devoted to profession.'! teacher education, with the first year (year three
"in the sequence) dedicated to theory and methodology, and the second year (year four
in the sequence) to apprentice teaching in the schools. The third cycle would con-
tinue indefinitely and would be dedicated to upgrading or extending the skills of
inservice teachers, James regards Cycle III as most critical and the report argues
its high priority.

To accommodate the general education reguirements of Cycle I, colieges of edu~

cation would be transformed to multi-purpose colleges, i.e., they would expand
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their capabilities in the humanities, the socinl sciences, and the physical and other
sciences proper. To accommodate the professional teacher education provisions of
Cycle II and the continuing education function of Cycle III, colleges would develop
closer working relationships with LEAs and would cstablish "professional centers."
In effect, the James report focuses on the reform of colleges of education so that
they would assume increasing responsibility for the full scope of preservice and
inservice teacher educution. The colleges would continue, however, to work closely
with universitics for the complete implementation of their programs. Although the
report mentions "teacher centers," the term is not retained to designate the agency
with responsibility for the continuing education of teachers. Instead a new term,
"professional centers," is coined. It is clear that teacher center directors regard
the change in terminology as deliberate and are concerned about their futures and
the future of teacher centers. .

The "threat" of the Jemes Report is, of course, purely speculative, for
governmental reaction ig uncertain. The threat of school district reorganization,
however, is real, for plans to redistrict LEAs by 197k are under way. While the
i97h IEA reorganization does not challenge the geﬂeral concept or function of
teacher centers, the support or existence of specific teacher ceﬁters will be a
function of newly created IEAs. It is possible that some teacher centers will be
terminated and others initiated, depending upon their geographic dispersion in
the newly created districts. District reorganization, therefore, threatens the
stability of current teacher center operations. It seems reasonable to note
that while the teacher center movemegt gained momentum during the period 1967-1971,
the movement has now crested, and its fubture is somewhat uncertain.

TI. Characteristics of the British Teacher Centers

Before attempting to describe the common characteristics and functions of

British teacher centers, it is necessary to underscore two major points. First,
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there 1o considerable variability among teacher conters in doth eharaoterint@g&

and function. Second, a larpe measure of this variability 4s attributable to the

ability and temperament of the teacher centers warden (director). Given these

caveats, it is possible to identify some common features and roles, but diversity
must always be kept in mind. (It should be noted that the individuality of each
center is a mark of pride among wardens, for the centers rerlgct the variability
and individuality of British life in general and British education in particular,
It should also be noted that there is not yet available a definitive description
of teacher center operations, although the National Union of Teachers has conducted
one survey.(7) The Schools Council also attempts to keep abreast of center activity,
and a Master of Philosophy thesis on teacher centers has recently been completed
and is likely to be published. )(8)
A. TFacilities

The teacher center is first and foremost a place, although its size varies
from part-time occupancy of a single edministrative office (in rural areas) to
full-time occupancy of a converted primary school or other building (in cities
and suburbs). The urban-rural difference obtains particularly in regard to space,
personnel, budget, facilities and equipment and is a2 major concern of teacher
centers wardens. ’

Typically, a city or suburban center includes one or two administrative offices,
a reception area and/or lounge for teachers and visitors, kitchen facilities, two or
three seminar or conference rooms, a lecture hall (at least one room to accommodate 50
or more people), & teacher's library, other space for the display of curricular
materials, and some space set aside for duplicating and audio~visual equipment.
Depending upon warden and/or teacher initiative and LA support, some centers con-

tain workshops for the preparation of instructional equipment, photography labora-

tories, libraries for teacher education materials and school materials, rooms for

Q
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special subject laboratorics (acience, mathematica, art, home economfes, ate.) and
additional social facilities including bars. The major determinant of center facsli-
ties and program, beyond teacher and/or warden intorest and entreprencurial skill,
is floor space,
B. Staff

The teacher conter staff ranges in sfizc from one part-time professional (warden)
to, in onc instance, cight full-time professional, technical, eclerical and house-
keeping personnel. Typically, a center staff includes a full-time wardon, a full-
time or part-time sccretary, a full-time or part-time deputy warden, and the parte
time services of custodial or housckeaping personnel who may alaso serve in the
kitchen during pcak hours of the day, usually after school and in the evenings.
Some centers employ full-time or part-time shop teachers, audio-visual technicians
and additional clerical staff. Wardens also have access to the part-time consultant
services of curriculum specialists, media specialists, librarians and other personnel
available within the LEA. In additiga,wardens may acquire needed consultant services
from outside the LEA, e.g., from colleges and universities, from government agencies,
from business and industry, or from the community at large. Although the full-time
staff of a teacher center tends to be limited to a warden, possibly a deputy warden and
secretary, center access to LEA personnel is restricted only by time; while center

access to external (non-LEA) personnel is constrained by available funds,

C. Materials and Lquipment

Although center materials and equipment vary widely as a function of space,
money, and need, most centers usually possess duplicating equipment (differing in
quality and kind), audio-visual equipment (also differing in quality and kind),
shelves, filing cabinets, and closets for the storvage of books and other curricular
materials, general office furniture and equipment, kitchen utensils and hardware,
comfortable lounge chairs, folding or stacking chairs, and Aisplay equipment. Some

ERIC
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centers also possess woodworking and electrical shop equipment, photographic equip-
ment, desk calculating equipment, arts and crafts materials (easels, kilns, ete.)
and bor facilities amd equipment, In general, although the materials and equipment
acquired for the exclusive use of the center may be limited, centers also have access
to LEA materials and equipment on a loan basis,
D. Budget

Teacher centers are funded by their Local Education Authorities, with wardens
enjoying greater or lesser control over cxpenditures. All personnel, space, facili-
ties, materials and equipment nre paid for by the LEA. The budget for day-to-day
operations, excluding permanent center stuff, ccems to range between $2,000 and
$8,000 par year, hovever these figurcs are bascd on a few self-reports and are not
dependable. Financial flexibility is generated by wardens with a variety of skills
and insights. Some centers acquire income from commercial publishers in exchange
for the production and distribution rights to materials and equipment developed
in the center. Some wardens purchase materials through the LEA, obtaining discounted
bulk rates. In a few centers, teachers may pay a fee for the use of center facilities
for personal reasons; e.g., dinners and parties. All centers require teachers to
cover the cost of tea, coffec and bar services. On occasion, centers and colleges
of education which have close working relationships share acquisitions of materials
to extend thelr budgetary flexibility. Generaliy speaking, centers have limited
budgets, but do have opportunities to augment purchasing power. Much depends upon the
ability and sensitivity of the warden and the 1limits of discretionary authority vested
in him by the LEA.

'Because the major, if not only, funding sgency is the LEA, centers compete for
funds with other programs and units supported by the school district. An interesting
aspect of this competition is the fact that cclleges of education are also funded by

(or through) the IEAs. If the James Report recommendation to establish Professional
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Centors under the jurisdiction of colleges of education is implemented, it 1o
possible that current LEA teachet center funds will be partially, {1f not wholly,
diverted to support Professional Conters =~ a cause of concern among wardens and,
perhaps, of LEA advisors.
E. Covernance

Although wardens are responsible for the adminf{astration of tho tcachier centeé
budget, the formation of policy and regulations governing budgetary expendituraes
varies. 1ln gsome §ngtances, wardens require the approval of an advisor to whom thoy
arc dircctly responsible. In other instances, wardens hold advisor rank and in
these circumstances have greater budgetary authority. In a few instances, the
required approval of an LEA officer is pro forma. Much depends upon the bargaining
power and status of the warden at the time of his initial appointment. '

Typically, the warlen enjoys considorable freedom of action, although each
center tends to have an advisory cormittce to assist in formulating center policiecs
and proccdures. The membership of most advisory committces includes teachers,
representatives of che LEA, representatives of Colicgcs and universitics, and the
warden. The power of the advisory committee and the degree of tcacher control
varies from center to center, In some centers a formal constitution definecs the
membership and functions of the advisory committee (management board), the responsi-
bility and authority of the warden, and the relationship between them. These
constitutions scems to assert tcacher control over center operations. (Sce
Appendix C) 1In other centors, advisory comnittees function as channels of commu-
nication between the warden and tecachers. In a few centers, the warden (or his LEA
superior) runs the center, attending to tcacher requests as they are sought out or
made known through informal channels. Although wardens agree that centers exist
for teachers and shiould be teacher controlled, the degreec of teacher control varics

and no evidence is available to suggest that one degrce of tcacher control or another
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18 more effective - either {n the number of programs or projects conducted, or in
the nunber of teanchers attending center activities. Studies cxamining the relatione
ship between different foms of teacher center governance - difforent degrees cf
teacher control = and teacher participation in center frogramn and/or improvements
in teuacher competence would be extremely useful,

II1. The Warden

There 48 1little doubt that the success or failure of a teacher center rests
in the hands of the warden, Wardens vary in their training and expericnce, their
personnl style of leadership, and thedr specific interests, abilities and aspirations.
Accordinnly, wardens place different degrees of ctmiphasis on various roles and allocate
thedir time nnd cnergy to different educational manugement functions.

Wardens are appointed by LEAS, usually from the ranks of head teachers or
advisora, although some wardens are recruited from senior teacher ranks, The problem
to be solved in a warden's nppointment 45 the selection of a pcrson who enjoys not
only sufficiently high stutus or influence within the LEA, but also the éontidence
of classroom teachers,

New wardens must, thereforc, cither establish themselves as a "power" within
the LEA or establish their credibility with toachers, depending upon their status
at the time of initial appointment., Sensitivity to this potential conflict of
intercnt mokes or breaks the warden, - and the center,

No definitive gtudy of warden activity has been conducted although the N,U.T.
conducted a survey of teacher center wardens in 197£7) to assess warden wnges and
conditions of employment. PEecause the survey produced only a 35 percent response,
it has not been widely disseminated or quoted. Nevertheless, the pattern of warden
activity suggested by the survey indicutes that wardens concentrate their efforts
on adninistretion of courses, organization for local curriculum development, and

exhibitions, and place lesscr emphasis on social activities, national curriculum
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projects and lisison with institutions of higher education, Other activities
identified by the survey include developing center resources, visiting schools,
and making arrangements for study groups and conferenccs,

A 1971 newspaper account of teacher centers also emphasized the great differ-
ences in center activity but noted that wardens stimulate new curriculum development,
administer center operat;ons, "facilitate whatever teachers ask for," and "organize
cozy tea gatherings.”(g) The Master of Philosophy thesis referred to above may shed
additional light on the warden's role when 1t becomes available,

The foregoing‘summaries and personal observations indicate that the warden's
job is extremely demanding - physically, intellectually and emotionally. The
interpersonal relationships that must be established between warden and teachers,
heads, advisors, other IEA officials, unions, and college end university facu;ty
demands the warden's presence in schools, at professionsal meetiﬁgs and confereaces,
at college and university lectures and social gatuerings, and for long hours of the
day and evening at the teacher center. (It is not unusual for wardens td‘devote
60 hours per week to the job, including weekends.) As a coordinator of inservice
education, the warden must be sensitive to the wishes of teachers, "heads" and LEA
advisors, and must frequently plan program activities to give due regerd to each
sector of the LEA enterprise. Obviously, wardens must Xeep abreast of educational
developments so that they will know whom to approach to lead specific inservice
activities. |

IV. Center Goals and Functions

Centers have been established either as Subject Centers serving secondary-
school teachers with special disciplinary interests, or Multi-Purpose Centers
serving both primary and secondary teachers with a variety of curriculum interests
and pedagogic needs. Multi-Purpose Centers exist in far greater numbers than

Subject Centers, are better housed and equipped, better budgeted, and serve a




]2

larger number of teachers, (Because Multi-Pumpose Centers seem to ba attracting
and scerving primary school teachers to a far greater extent than sccondary school
teachers - there are cxceptions - some thought is being given to the establishment
of Multi-Subject Centers to attract larger numbers of secondary teachers working

in comprehensive high schools,)

Tcacher coenters were established to sarve the needs of curriculum reform in
British primary and sccondary education, Schools Council Working Paper #10
introduces the concept as follows:

"The Council's intention in this paper is to offer suggestions about
those facilities vhich could best support curriculum development on a
local basis, While such facilities would clearly be of value for
other purposes, particularly for in-service training, this paper will
confine its attention to the support of new work." (p. 1)

Working Paper #10 defines the broad objectives of teacher centers as threefold:
a) focusing local tcacher interest on new objectives, new developwents and new
idcas in primary and sccondary education, whether these innovations are locally
developed or devcloped elsewhere; b) participating in local field trials of mew
curriculum developments, and contributing to the evaluation and modification of
proposed curricular innovations; and c) keeping teachers informed about local
and national curriculum development, regardless of whether or not they are par-
ticipating in any formal field trials or other curriculum development activ£ty.
In addition, the Schools Council notes that centers will necessarily need to
engage teachers in a variety of inservice training programs in order to equip
them for their roles in curriculum development, cvaluation and dissemination,
Tinally, Working Paper #10 notes that the establishment of centers gerving
the full range of curriculum activity will nccessarily crcate an organization or
facility that could enter into cooperative working relationships with other

ERIC
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education agencies and institutions for teacher education in general, The British
tcaghcr center, therefore, involves teachers in school reform by sceking their
advice on required curriculum change, by eﬂgagiﬁg them in curriculum development
and evaluation, and by offering facilities and services to equip and support them

in this cecffort,

A, The Inservice Focus of Teacher Center Programs

It is clear from the foregoing descriptionthat teacher centers are designed

to meet the needs of in-service teachers, not pre-service teachers. Little or

no teacher center activity is directed towards pre-service education, although
some centers assist new teachers, and particularly probationary teachers, to
become acclimated to their LEA environment and school responsibilities, The role
of the teacher center as an induction mechanism for newly appointed is presently
being explored by a number of wardens and has bee£ studied by the James Committee,
Pre-service teacher education, however; is the responsibility of Colleges and
Institutes of Education.

Teacher centers do not contribute to licensure or certification procedures,
nor are they staffed to engage in formal, systematic research or evaluation,
Certification seems to be a Local Education Authority decision, and research is
the responsibility of University Institutes. The focus of the teacher center is
practical in-service education. The teacher centers are concerned with enabling
teachers to function more effectively on the jab, and this emphasis is translated
into concrete, practical courses of study with immediate pay-off in the local
school or classroom setting, Educational theory is discussed only as a by-product
of more fundamental practical concerns. Nor is teaching or teacher behavior per se
subject to rigorous scientific znalysis,  The concepts and skills comprising the

i

teacher center curriculum are derived from the presumed cognitive, affective, and

psychomotor demands of specific curriculum units., The concepts are typically

O
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subject-matter concepts and the skills are subject-matter skills or motor skills
required in the use of instructional equipment, e.g., audio-visual equipment or
science laboratory'equipment; The study of questioning techniques or verbal and
non-verbal reinforcement strategies, for example, is presently outside the scope
of' teacher center in-service education ~ although some wardens are intrigued by
the possibilities and would oppreciate opportunities to field test available
teacher education materials. In general, then, it is fair to charactef;ze teacher
center in-service training as highly pragmatic, locally determined, immediately
relevant instructiﬁn in the subject-matter of the primary or secondary school
curriculum, and in curriculum materials, resources and techniques - a most
appropriate emphasis or orientation for school district in-service teacher edu-
cation. (See Appendix D for examples of teacher center in-service programs and
products) |

B. The Social Function

Teacher centers do support social activities. Almost all teacher cénters
have kitchen facilities and lounges. Tea or coffee is usually available any time
during the day and always before afternoon or evening courses. The lounge and
kitchen facility serves to create an informal atmosphere for group discussicns
or workshops and as an incentive for teachers to meet and develop a sense of
colleagnueship., Reducing teacher isolation and creating informal work environments

are two highly prized objectives of teacher center activity. As one warden put it,

"The fact that the second person hired in this center was Mrs. to help

pour tea, shows that British teachers have their priorities right." It should be

noted, incidentally, that centers receive no funds for "tea service," and are

expected themselves to provide whatever refreshments are made available.
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C. Digsemination Activity

One of the teacher centers' major functions is to display locally prepared

or commercially available tcaching materials. Depending upon available space,
centers allocate rooms and walls to the presentation of books, audio-visual .
materials and equipment, university or publisher catalogues, announcements of
special events - lectures, exhibits, demonstrations, seminars, workshops--and
student products. Centers also display new curriculum materials, Frequently
observed exhibits highlighted environmental education, the metric system, reading
materials for slow‘learners and the creative arts and crafts, Centers also exhibit
new science equipment and classroom furniture, and many centers maintain libraries
of children's literature and other student texts. Dissemination is a high priority
program and is usually well done, S

In fulfilling their dissemination function, cehters have had to resolve two
major issues: a) the center's role as a censor of available materials by the
selection or non-selection of particular materials for display purposes, and
b) the center's role as a delivery system for Schools Council materials and equip=-
ment. The first issue is obvious and has been resolved by the display of all
materials with the notice that the center neither endorses nor critizes their use.
The second issue has been a little more difficult to handle. Because the Schools
Council is principally funded by LEAs and partially governed by LEA and teacher
union representatives, the Schools Council is conducting studies and developing
materials presumably with the advice and consent of classroom teachers., The semi-
official status of the Schools Council, however, conflicts with the declared
independence of teacher centers and the curricular autonomy of school heads and
teachers., Centers cannot, therefore, be petceived as delivering the "party-line."'

Although this issue is not completely resolved, wardens have handled the conflict
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by disseminating all reports and displaying all materials, but offering equal
time and equal space to other publications and reports.

In addition to the problems of advocacy and censorship, dissemination activities
present the problem of cost. Although dissemination is a significant dimension of
a center's mandated curriculum reform program, centers may not be adequately funded
for the display of national curriculum development efforts. If national curriculum
projects do not fund dissemination activities, centers must tép their own resources
to cover disblay expenses, The cost of display, therefore, poses a significant
problem, Consequently, wardens have recommended to their local Schools Councils
that its curriculum development budget provide for center dissemination activities.

Thus, it may be observed that teacher centers are engaged in a variety of
curriculum development and dissemination activities and offer a number of formal
and informal courses to serve local in-service education needs.  The teacher cénter
program is pragmatic, serving immediate or short-range local needs, and these pro-
grams are frequently initiated by and directed by classroom teachers, But just as
veriability characterizes the nature of teacher center space, facilities, personnel?
governance and budget, so, too, is variability the hallmark of teacher center pro-
gram priorities.

V. Evaluation

Despite considerable LEA investment in teacher center operations, no formal
eveluation of the effectiveness of teacher center activities has been conducted.
There is no hard evidence of the impact.of teacher center inservice education on
teacher behavior. Similarly, there aie no data concerning the effects of teacher
center curriculum development activity on either mejor trensformations of the school
curriculuvm, or improvement in pupil performaonce in designated nreas of the primsry
or secordary schooX curriculum. And there appears to be no plan for any systematic
evaluations of teacher center operations in the neer future.

Several factors may account for the lack of evaluation activities or plans.

Q part, the failure to engege in or plan for teacher center evaluation may be due

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI




-17-

to insufficient funds. Given tight economic circumstances, the careful expansion
of teachier center operations may enjoy greater local priority than the rigorous
appreisal of limited programs. Secondly, many teacher centers are relatively new,’
having been esteblished only within the past year or two. Some LEAs, therefore,
may not have had the time, either to plan for evaluation, or to budget the cost..

Although financial considerétions play a role in the planning and cﬁnduct of
formal evaluations, other factors seem to be of greater significance. Among these,
the most compelling seems to be a lack of faith in objective testing and distrust
of formal evaluation procedures. British school personnel, like mamy of their
American counterparts, rrefer to rely upon their professional, albeit informal,
assessments, rather than rigorous objective evaluations. The English system of
paying teachers on the basis of pupil performance, commonplace in the early 20th
century, is too painfully fresh in memory to invite similar appraisals of teacher
center (or teacher) effectiveness.

A fourth factor contributing to the absence of formal evaluaticn is-the seeming
inexperience of teacher center and LEA personnel with evaluation procedures. The
tendency to equate cvaluation with multiple-choice testing suggests a limited
perspective on possible approaches to data collection and analysis. Perhaps o
clcser working relationship with university or other educational measurement
specialists would foster greater understanding and appreciation of the range of
evaluation procedures applicable to LEA and teacher center operations.

Finally, LEA and teacher center staff seem unaccustomed to systematic analysis
of tescher competencies, and unfamiliar with systematic observational procedures
for describing and analyzing changes in teacher behavior. It might be useful for
LEA and teacher center personnel to study prototypes of teacher behavior classifi-
cation systems. Perheps future teacher center confercnces, study groups and work=-
shops mifht profitably explore the use of systematic observational techniques in

the anslysic end improvenent of teacher behavior,
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Although no formal evaluation has been conducted, teacher center wardens and
others continually evaluate the effectiveness of teacher center program. Wardens
evaluate their efforts by the number of teachers who visit the center and by the
comments of teachers, heads and advisors whom they happen to meet. "Voting with
their feet" is the way teachers evaluate center activities. If teachers turn out
in large numbers, the warden is pleased. If the numbers are small, or if the
proportion of teachers reached is low, efforts are made to discover the cause or
causes of dissatisfaction, and corrective action is taken. Although teacher
attendance may not attest to center effectiveness, teacher gbsence clearly implies
center failure.

On the whole, warde?s believe they are doing as well as can be expected, given
limitations ¢f space and budget. A number of wardens reported that they are reaching
approximately 75 per cent of their teacher populations (average.of 1500 teachers per
center) but 40-50 per cent might be a more realistic appraisel. (It should be
noted that data concerning teacher center operations are largely unesvailsble. Per-
haps Schools Council should assist centers in establishing an institutional research
progran oy participating in a Schools Council-sponsored institutional research ef-
fort.)

Although wardens express satisfaction with teacher center progress, they decry
the lack of adecuate space, personnel and equipment. Many, moreover, feel the need
for greater clarification of their roles and the roles of teacher centers. -Never-
theless, despite a variety of constraints and uncertesinties, wardens express great
satisfaction with their jobs znd with the progress of their centers.

-Univcrsity‘professors scen to react positively to the teacher center movement,
although they are disappointed by the sepsration of centers from colleges and
universities. They are not, hovever, concerned about teacher conter displacement

of university functions. On the contrary, the teacler center movement iz seen as
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whetting the appetites of teachers for more scholarly study, and increasing demands
on university personnel and resources.

School administrators seemed to be as enthusiastic as wardens in their assess-
ment of center operations. Administrators regard centers as major resources for
local curriculum development and in-service education. With the decentralization
of curricular authority to school heads and teachers, zdministrators must rely on
in-service education to achieve school reform, Teacher centers, therefore, are
valued not only by wardens and teachers, but also by LEA advisors and other
school district officials,

The reaction of the N.U.T. is, svrprisingly, unclear. On the one hand, the
National Union of Teachers regards the teacher center as the teachers' "home away

from home,"

supports teacher control, and advocates N.U.T. participation in teacher
center governznce. On the other hand, the N.U.T. has not officially supported the
expansion of the teacher center movement. The N,U.T. views in-service education

as part of a continuum of proféssional preparation and development, and feacher
centers appear, in their judgement, in adequate responses to a continuous sequence
of prec-service and in-service education. The N.U.T. seems to regard teacher center
developuent as a piecemeal response to the pressing neced for e highly articulated
structure of professional development. Further, because teacher centers vary so
widely 4in facilities, personnel and program priorities, the N.U.T. seems to view
them as local responses to local needs, not necessarily a national response to

a national need. VWhether the N,U,T., will limit advocacy to participation in local
teecher center activities or whether it will shift to national advocacy is uncertain.
Much will depend on the N.U.T.'s assessment of the short-run likelihood of attaining
degrec preparation requirements end post-graduate in-sgervice education for all
teachers - a development which would markedly enhance the professional (and
financinl) status of all educational personnel. But, with N.U,T.-affiliated
wvardens pressing for greater edvocacy, the N.U.T. may shift to teacher center
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advocacy as one plank in its platform to upgrade the status of school personnel,

Teacher reaction to teacher centers is extremcly positive, To be sure, some
teachers acknowledge that they have little use for a center because they are
attending programs at universitiesg, or because they have no interest in the cen-
ter's social program. Most teachers, however, degsire both the in-service education
program and the social opportunity. Teachers regard the center's emphasis on prac -
tical, immediately relevant curriculum development as extremely useful ia their
day-to-day planning and teaching. Access to the center's equipment and facilities,
e.g., rexographing equipment and meeting room accommodations, is also highly valued.
The center appears to be useful to different teachers for different reasons, each
equally legitimate, each warranting teacher support. Head teachers, moreover, also
view the center positivaely, even though they incur staffing problems when teachers
are rclcased during school hours to participate ih center programs.

Despite the lack of formal evaluation, reaction to teacher centers appears positive,
No educational constituency has expressed strong negative reaction, although uni-
versity faculty may criticize the centers' non-affiliation with existing academic
institutions, the N.U,T, position is unclear, and some "heads' balk at releasing
teachers for center activity during the school day.

VI. Applicability to the United States

The determination of the relevance of the British teacher center model to
American teacher cducation and school reform must take into account a comparison
of the nceds to be served and resources available in the United States and in the
United Kingdom. This comparison presupposes the utility of the model as it operates
to meet the needs of English education, As has been noted, there is no hard evi-
dence supporting the effectivencss of the model in England, ahd #ithough informal
reactions tend to be positive, the James Recport and the official reticence of the
Nat{onal Union of Teachers place the presupposition in doubt, and for the same
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reason; the model is not responsive to the need for a continuous sequence of
preservice and inscrvice education,

It can be argued, however, that the model was not intended to serve the need
for a fully articulated program of preservice and continuing education, but rather
to ehgage teachers in the inservice educatiorn activities essential to curriculum
reform, Admitting this more limited objective, the presupposition of teacher cen~
ter utility has greater plausibility, glihuugh 4t cannot be emphesized too strongly
that evidence relating curriculum reform to teacher center operations is unavailable.
Nevertheless, for purposes of this discussion, it is assumed that the curriculum
reform strategy of the British tecacher center Qodel is valid under the circumstances
and conditions in which it operates in the United Kingdom. Obviously the question
of utility arises from the assumption that public funds will be required to establish
and maintain the center., I1f private funding sources are to carry the enterprise,
or if teachers themselves are to support the center, the question of value in terms
of the public interest is mot as critical, Other questions of interest to the
private sectotr, or of interest tb teachers, will assume higher priority. 1In the
present paper, the appiicability of the model to the United States also presupposes
public support similar to that which obtains in England and Wales. The plausibility
of this assumption in the United States bears directly on the transportability of
the model.

Before considering the agplicability of the British teacher center to Ehe
United States, it is useful to summarize the major clements of the model, recognizing
that diversity charactcrizes their physical and functional propertics.

'1. The British teacher center is a facility providing space, materials and
equipment in which

a. Teachers engage in curriculum planning and development activity and

receive instruction pertinent to the design, devclopment and implementation of

1primary and secondary school curricula;
S
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b, the products of local and national curriculum development activities
are exhibited; and
c. teachers convene for purposes of relaxation and refreshment.

2. Centers gserve approximately 1000 teachers and are located to afford teachers
cdsy access during or after school hours. The location of a center also takes into
account access to LEA, college and unlversity persomnel and resources. The availa-
bility of space, however, is usually the determining factor in the center's location.

3. The texcher ceuter employs a number of full~time and part-time staff for
purposes of adminiétrationa instruction, technical assistance, secretarial/clerical
é¢ssistance, and custodial care, The staff typically includes:

a. a full-time professional educator serving in the capacity of adminis-
“trative head;

b. one additional professional educator, full~time or part-time, serving
as deputy or éssistant administrative head;

c. a full-time secretary, and one or more clerical assistants én a full-
time or part-time basis;

d. a full-time or part-time media (audio-visual) technician;

e, a full-time or part-time librarianj

f. a full-time or part-time housekeeper and custodian; and

g. professional and technical consultants, on a temporary basis for
curriculum planning, development, and evaluation, for in-service education, or for
display and dissemination activities, as necessary.

4, The tescher canfcr budget is providéd by the local school district from
public funds. The budget covers all personnel, facilities, materials and equipment
except the costs of refreshments, In additjon, the center has access to the persomnel
and material resources of the local school district on a cost basis.

5. The center is governed by an sdviscry committee including teachers, school

administrators, college and university faculty, and teacher center administrative

Q
FRIC££. Teachers may 'control" the center.
]
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6. The center program is initiated by teachers, schoel administrators, or
teacher center staff, but teacher participation in the center program is purely
voluntary. The program is highly pragmatic and immediately relevant to the
instructional responsibilities of teachers in the local center areca. Although most
centers conduct programs for primary and secondary school teachers, some centers
specialize in programs for particﬁlar subject~matter teachers, usually at the
gecondary level,

The foregeing summary of teacher center goals, facilitieé, personnel and
resources enables assessment of the generalizability of the British model in terms
of American cducational needs, costs, and values. To place the matter in perspec-
tive,it is useful to begin with cost estimates for replicating the British model
on American soil, and specifically, in New York City. (It should be noted that
the estimates below are rough and may be in error' by as much as 25 per cent in
either direction.)

Assuﬁing a location in a modest rental area, and estimating 75 squar; feet of
space per teacher occupant and 100 occupants at a given time, yields a rental need
of approximately 7500 square feet. At $5.00 per square foot,- the rental cost is
$37,500 annually.

Assuming a full~-time director at $25,000 per annum, a full-time secretary at
$8,500, 2 half~time deputy director at $10,000, a half-time media specialist at
$7,500, a half-time librarian at $7,500, custodial/housekéeping services at $7,500,
part-time clericel assistance at $6,000, and consultants at $25,000, the operating
budget for personnel is almost $100,000, Add to salaries another $15,000 for
fringe benefits, and the cost for personmel is approximately $115,C00 per annum.

Assuming expendable office supplies and materials at $3,000 per year, telephoﬂe
service at $2,500, educational materials at $5,000, duplicating materials and ser-

vices at $5,000, postage at $1,500, and travel for center staff and consultants at
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$3,500, yiclds an annual other-than-personal-gervice budget of approximately $20 006. ‘
Assuming a one~time cxpenditure of $5,000 for office furniture for five
full-time equivalent staff members, a one-time expenditure for lounge chairs, tables,
lamps, and rugs at $10,000, audio-visual equipment at $5,000, library shelves and
filing cquipment at $5,000, lecture hall tables and chairs at $6,000, seminar tables
and chairs for five rooms at $7,500, a media recsource center at $2,500, and bulletin
boards, chalk boards, and other display materials and cquipment at $2,500, yields
a one~time cxpenditure for permanent equipment of approximately $45,000.' Prorating
this cxpenditurc over a five~year life yields an annual expenditure of $9,000 for
permanent cquipment and material,

Assuming the one-time installation of kitchen facilities and bar equipment at
$5,000 and the one~time installation of floor coverings, wall paper or paint and
decorative accessories at $15,000, yields an additional expenditure of $20,000,
or another $4,000 per year over five years.

The total annual expenditure for a teacher center serving approximately 1,000
teachers in a modest New York City rental area approaches $200,000, or a per teacher
expenditurc of $200 per year. This figure is, admittedly, a guess and is probably '
an under~-estimate, Perhaps $250,000, or $250 per teacher, is a more realistic

estimate. It is interesting to note that even at $250.00 per teacher, the expendi-~

ture is equivalent to the tuition for a three-credit graduate course at most of

the universities in the City of New York. Teachers may be willing to pay the total

cost of center operation if they can negotiate with the Doard of Education to accept

a specified number of teacher center inservice hours of instruction for the salary
incrémental valge of a three-credit gfaduate course, Or, they might negetiate with
the State Education Department to accept a specified number of center instructional
ﬁours for credit towards advanced certification., ILither (or both) of these negotiated

equivalencies of graduate education is further enhanced if the $250 fee is also tax-

@ ~ductible,
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The importance of examining the feasibility of direct teacher funding of
teacher center operations is clear, Given the uncertain welationship between teacher
center inservice educapion and school reform, it is wmoat unlikely that tax-levicd
dollars can be found to support the development of teacher centers in the United
States. Nor is the actual dollar investment trivial, TIn New York City, for ex-
ample, the cost analysis suggests that an annual expenditure of approximately $15
million would be required to accommodate 60,000 teachers in 60 teacher centers.,

On the other hand, 60,000 teachexs might generate $15 million if they could
negotiate the graduate training equivalencices for salary increment: or certification
purposes, Hioreover, the press for evidence supporting the relationship be?@gen
teacher center programs and curriculum reform is slightly abated by the shift inm

o,
fiscal support from the public treasury to the professional pocket.

The public interest in the value of teacher center operations must still,
however, be represented in the.negotiations for salary increment or certification
credit equivalencies, The negotiatidns might: take into account the need for State
or professional accreditation of the personnel and'material resources underlying
the inservice education program in exchange for graduatc credit equivalencies, or
the negotiations could generate the requirement of a contractual relationship
between a teacher center and a college or university to yield graduate credit in
return for shared quality control over center inservice operations, access to cen-
ter facilities and resourceé, and the cooperative devclopment of school and teacher
education curricula. HNegotiations with school districts might exchange salary
increments for teacher-funded inservice training, or might exchange partial public
subsidy of center curriculum projects and inservice programs for the delivery of
curriculum materials, The public subsidy of center curriculum devclopment projects
could emerge from school district curriculum materials gudgets, once the center
had established a positive curriculum development track recoxrd.
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The foregoing cost analysis and observations heve made clear that, in at least
one respect, the British teacher center model is not transportable to the United
States, American teacher centers cannot anticipate LEA funding, but must, instead

look to teacher funding and/ox public support on a quid pro quo basis. Nor is this

an undesirable state. The basis for British LEA funding lies in the complete
decentralization of curriculum authority under the control of school heads and
classroom teachers.,  (British teachers enjov a greater degree of professional
autonomy and respect than their American colleagues.) The funding of teacher cen-
ters gives LEA authorities access tos and influence over, tcacher curriculum
development programs, Moreover, despite the assertions of British teacher center
wardens that the centers are under "teacher control," the fact of total LEA funding.
places ultimate control in tﬁc hands of LEA officers., If teachers truly value.
control over center programs and prioritics, they will need to assume major
responsibility for coenter operating costs. This is as true for teachers in the
Unitced Kingdom as it is for teachers in the United States., The British teacher,
however, has an option} he can sacrifice some control over center programs and
priorities for he already enjoys a degree of autonomy in school curriculum affairs,
and participation in center programs is purely voluntary,

Once the factor of LEA funding is rcmoved, the question of the transportability
of the model reduces to whatever elements teachers in the United States regard as
desirable and arc willing to support. If, for example, teachers in the United
States wish to establish centers completely dedicated to social functions, under
full teacher funding,they are free to do so. The gencralizibility of the model
is an important issuec only if public funds are to defray all or part of the cost.
Under the assumption that the use of public funds is a possibility, it is importanf
to determine which goals and functions of the British teacher center model are

educationally defensible within the context of American school and teacher education

O
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structures, resources, predispositions and accomplishments.

The fundamental mission of the British teacher center is to introduce local
curriculum reform through locally sponsored inservice education, It has already
been noted that the decentralization of curriculum authority virtually dictates
TEA (public) funded inservice education as the means of curriculum change. It
should also be noted that English colleges of education have been almost exclusively
concerned with preservice education, and that university degree programs have
admitted limited nwibers of teachers to broadly "theoretic" rather than narrovly
"pragmatic" courseé of study. 1In brief, English teacher education has developed
neither the institutional structures for inservice education nor have colleges of
education and university institutes qriented their programs to the job demands of
inservice teachers. Moreover, knglish "certification" requirements do not mandate
continding or graduate education. Once & British teacher has cémpleted a satis-
factory probationary year, the teacher is '"certified" for life and need never engage
in further study, formal or informal, (Many British teachers never do.)‘

By contrast, American teacher education has developed & tradition of post-
baccalaureate inservice education, supported by State certification requirements,
This is not to imply that graduate teacher education programs in the United States
have effectively met the inservice training requirements of classroom teachers, nor
does it imply that graduate teacher education program requirements have generated
school reform. (The evidence here, as in England, is difficult to obtain.) On
the other hand, American teacher education, both on the undergraduate level and on
the graduate (fifth—year) level, has been moving closer and closer to a fully
integrated, cost/effective, school-university program ol didactic, laboratory,
and clinical experiences for teacher preparation and professional development. At

least part of the inservice education function of teacher centers can be accommndated
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by existing institutional structures and inter-institutional (school-university)
arrangements, Moreover, if the workload formula for budgetary support for graduate
Lféachcr cducation were modified, or more funds were made available. colleges and
universities could be more responsive to l:«™? inscrvice education needs,

The decision as to whether greater public support for inservice teacher edu-
cation should be channeled through school districts or higher education is a
function of determininy whether the public interest in school reform is more
effectively and efficiently promoted by challenging the status quo through the
intervention of higher education, or challenging the status quo through the immediate
accountability of the public schools, The recent history of federal support for
both personnel development (EPDA) and school reform (ESEA) is not particularly
illuminating, On balznce, however, the residue of benefits derived from expcﬁdi-
turcs on personnel development in higher education would seem to slightly outweigh
the value-added residuals of direct investment in school reform, Ferhaps a
reasonable solution to the problem is the allocation of funds to local districts
for the cstablishment of ieacher center facilities; administrative services,
materials and equipment, and the allocation of funds to colleges and universjities
for the delivery of instructional services., The sharing of such allccations to
inservice education would require contractual agreements between schools, colleges,
and teacher organizations to assure the expenditure of inservice dollars for

' training programs immediately reclevant to tecacher needs in the planning, develop-
ment and institutionalization of curriculum reform, Teacher organizations would
need to cnter into agreementswith schools and colleges because teacher participation
in center pregrams must be assured,

In proposing the allocation formula and contractual a8rrangements above, 1t
has been tacitly assumed that the strategy of curriculum reform through iuservice
education is as valid in the United States as it eppcars to be in the United Kingdom. The
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proposal also accepts as valid the establicsluacnt of teacher center facilities

patterned after English prototypes. The funding formula, however, di{ffers. State

or fcderal funds would be allocated to both sclicols and colleges in order to pre-

serve the crcative tensions between schools, colleges and teacher organizations which is
essential to school reform, The public funding formula s a plausible alternative

to full teacher funding., But if public fuwds are swecter, teacher funds are guicker,

The analysis of the teacher center inscrvice education program for school re-
form supgests the desirability of funding & notwork of teacher centrrs efther by
teachors directly, or by a consortium of schools, colleges and tcacher organizations.
(Teacher orfanizations or teachers might fund the social activity dimension under
ths public [, adiny arrarpement.) Establishing the centers for fmscervice education
coss nat precludz the use of the cont:r for curriculum dfsvlay or Slsieninstion
eztiviticy, Onse th:z facility §: Cimlored, pudblicly supported curriculum
development projocts would have an immediate disgemination mechanism, Moreover,
curriculum nmaterfials developed in the private sector could also be dicplayed with
private sector funding cf the cost ot exhibition,

In addition to the curriculum development, dissemination, and inservice edu-
catfon empliases, teacher cemters could also serve as teacher certification agencies,
Assuming State support, teacher centers might function as local clearinghouses to
ascertain the certif{ication status of new teachers, to make arrangemeats for the
collection of additional data bezrinzy on a tcacher’s certification otatus, and for
dicscminating informstion pertinent to certification requitements and programs,

Teachier corters mipght also eerve to induct new teachers {nto the local school
egetting throuph orfentation prozrams sponsored fyy the center and the local school
2istrict, 2nd through a varjety of socfal activities, Furthermore, centers rould
scrve the needs of prescrvice teach:r education by facilitating studemt teacher
sssignments. The consortium requirements of the public funding foromls insist
upon inter-institutional arrangements, not only for curriculum reform, but also for
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preservice, induction, and continuing educstion.

The British teacher center model has relevance for American school reform and
teacher education, albeft under different {unding formalas, I1f teacher centers
are to be publicly funded, care must be taken at the cutsct to assure the presence
of{ healthy tensfon betwcen "what 13" and ‘vhat might be,™ between schools and
cclleges, betucea public fnstitutions and private orpanirzations. 1f teachers fund
teacher centers directly, future nospotiations between the center, the State Edu-

cation Departeont, schools and colleyes will necd to be sinflarly sensitive to

\
the public {ntercst,
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Appendix A

Wardens and Teacher Centers Visited, Octoder, 1972

Wardens

D.

M,
D.
E.
T.
.

D.

Bacon

booth

Brend

Y. bavidson
Codiard

R. M1llinsten
A. Priest

T. Spouge

Vren

Teacler Centers

Melbourne House 7.C., Sheffleld
Philadelphia T.C., Sheffield

Hiprer Street 7.C., Chesterfield
Portswond 7.C., Scuthawpton

Rac. el iieMillan 7.C., London

Bevhen 7.C., Londca

South Iast Derlyshire T.C., Ilxeston
Muddersfield T.C., Huddersfield
Longmore T.C,, Hertford
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Appendix B

University Faculty, TFA and II.U.T. Officials Vicited, Octoder, 1972

Banks
Jarvis

Jolaston

Schools Council, London

Rational Ualon of Teachers, londoa

Institute of Educatiom, University of londoa
Sheffield County Pilucation Authority

Ioner london kducation Authority

Her liajesty's Inspector, London {retired)

Institute of Education, University of Shefrield



